»  »  »  »  »  »  »  »  v  :  ♦  ^:»: 


The  views  expressed  in  this  pap 
author  and  do  not  necessarily  refl 
Department  of  Defense  or  any  ol 
document  may  not  be  released  for 
it  has  been  cleared  by  the  appropri; 
government  agency. 


THE  BATTLE  COMMANDERS 
DEVELOPMENT  COURSE  (BCDC) 
A  STEP  IN  THE  RIGHT  DIRECTION 


LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  DANA  ROBERTSON 
United  States  Army 


DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  A: 
Approved  for  public  release. 
Distribution  is  unlimited. 


USAWC  CLASS  OF  1995 


\ic'k:K{ 


U.S.  ARMY  WAR  COLLEGE,  CARLISLE  BARRACKS,  PA  17013-5050 


IHE  BATTLE  COMMAM)ERS  DEVELOPMENT  COURSE  (BCDC) 
A  STEP  m  THE  RIGHT  DIRECTION 


PROJECT  ADVISER: 
Dr.  Douglas  Johnson 


Submitted  in  fulfillment  of  the  requirements  for  Course  455, 
Personal  Ejq)erience  Monograph  (PEM) 

Term  in 


LTC  Dana  Robertson,  Engineer 
United  States  Army  War  College 
Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania 
5  June  1995 


DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  A:  Approved  for 
public  release.  Distribution  is  unlimited. 


The  views  expressed  in  this  paper  are  those  of 
the  author  and  do  not  necessarily  reflect  the 
views  of  the  Department  of  Defense  or  any  of 
its  agencies.  This  document  may  not  be 
released  for  open  publication  until  it  has 
been  cleared  by  the  appropriate  military 
service  or  government  agency. 


19950619  037 


1 


THE  BATTLE  COMMANDERS  DEVELOPMENT  COURSE  (BCDC) 
A  STEP  IN  THE  RIGHT  DIRECTION 


"Our  AmQr  would  be  inviiicible  if  it  could  be  properly  organized  and  officered.  There  were  never  sudi 
men  in  an  amQr  before.  Tb^  will  go  anynhere  and  do  anything  if  propedy  led  Bntdiereisthe 
difficulty-fn-oper  commanders." 

R.E.  Lee:  To  Stonewall  Jackson,  1862’ 


INTRODUCTION 


During  the  period  of  January  1993  to  June  of  1994  this  author  served  as  an  instructor 
at  the  U.S.  Anny  Tactical  Commander’s  Development  Course  (TCDC),  School  for 
Command  Preparation,  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas.  At  that  time  the  Tactical 
Commanders  Development  Course  was  an  SO  hour  plus  course  for  Inigade  and  separate 
battalion  command  designees  that  focused  on  the  staff  plaiming  process  and  its  role  in 
synchronizing  the  brigade’s  combat  power.  The  course  empharized  the  fundamentals  of 
both  offensive  and  defenrive  operations.  Students  applied  AirLand  Battle  Doctrine  and 
exerdsed  tactical  judgment  in  various  operations  and  discussed  doctrine  that  £^lied  to 
synchronizing  combat  power.  Solutions  to  tactical  {H'oblems  and  plans  for  each  operation 
were  developed  and  ex^dsed  udng  computer  simulation  followed  by  afto*  action  reviews. 

Partidpants  in  the  two  week  course  induded  brigade  command  combat  arms'  derignees  _ 


and  combat  wpport,  and  combat  service  support  battalion  and  brigade  command 
designees.  Utilizing  the  JANUS  simulation  ^stem  developed  by  Lawrence  Livermore 
Labs,  digitized  terrain  of  the  National  Training  Center  (NTC),  a  brigade  combat  team  and 
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a  contracted  interactive  oppoi^  force  (OPFOR),  the  training  centered  on  the  Deliberate 
Ded»on  hiking  Procedure  ^DP)  (Figure  1,  Deliboate  Decision  Making  Procedure). 
Conunanders  received  a  diviinon  order  requiring  them  to  defend  against  an  attacking 
Soviet  style  motorized  rifle  division  (Week  1)  followed  by  a  ddiberate  attack  against 
remnants  of  a  much  depleted  defending  motorized  rifle  recent  (Week  2). 


FIGUIIE  INDELIBERATE  DECISION  MAKING  PROCEDURE^ 
Commanders  were  encouraged  (not  always  successfulfy)  to  conduct  the  planning  and 
preparation  for  combat  on  days  1-4  with  execution  against  an  interactive  OPFOR  on  Day 
5  (Figure  2,  Week  1,  TCDC  Schedule).  The  Wedc  2  schedule  was  v«y  amilar  to  the 
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Week  1  schedule  but  focused  on  Iwigade  offensive  operations  (Week  2  Schedule  not 
shown). 


DAY  1  SYNCHRONIZATION  AND  STAFF  PROCESS  CLASS 

BLUE  FORCE  LAYDOWN 
OTFOR  LAYDOWN 

INTELUGENCE  PREPARATION  OF  THE  BATTLEFIEID  (IPB) 

DAY  2  ROAD  TO  WAR 

MISSION  ANALYSIS 
COMMANDER’S  GUIDANCE  CLASS 
COMMANDER’S  PREPARETSSUE  GUIDANCE 
COURSE  OF  ACTION  DEVELOTMENT/ANALYSIS/COMPARISON 
DAY  3  JANUS  DEMONSTRATION 

COURSE  OF  ACTION  ECCISION  BRIEFING 
PLAN  DEVELOPMENT 
WARGAMING/SYNCHRONIZATION 
DAY  4  OPORDBACKBRIEF 

REHEARSAL 

COUNTER  RECONNAISSANCE  BATTLE 
DAY  5  DEFENSIVE  BATTLE 

AFTER  ACTION  REVIEW  (AAR) 

FIGURE  2,  WEEK  1,  TCDC  SCHEDULE 


SUCCESSFUL  SYNCHRONIZATION  OF  THE  BRIGADE’S  COMBAT  POWER 

Success  at  TCDC  was  measured  by  the  ability  of  the  commander  to  synchronize  the 
combat  power  of  his  brigade  to  defeat  the  enemy  while  maintaining  a  fevorable  end-of- 
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misaon  friendly  combat  power  ratio  compared  to  that  of  frie  OPFOR. 

Defending  friendly  brigades  normally  defeated  the  attacking  Soviet  MRD,  but  rarely  had 
sufScient  combat  power  themselves  to  be  considered  combat  effective  (66%).  During  the 
reconnaissance-counter-reconnaissance  fight  the  attacking  OPFOR  normally  obtained 
detailed  information  on  the  disposhion  of  the  defending  brigade.  The  information  gained 
during  the  recoimmssance-counter-reconnaissance  fight  enabled  the  OPFOR  commander 
to  confirm  the  location  of  templated  friendly  units.  The  OPFOR  commander  finalized  his 
selected  course  of  action  and  attacked  against  identified  friendly  weaknesses.  In  the 
offense,  the  attacking  friendly  brigade  was  rarely  successSil  despite  the  availability  of 
accurate  intelligence  information  on  the  <frsposition  and  strength  of  the  defending  en^y 
force.  The  brigade  conunander  inevitably  Med  to  ^mchronize  the  brigade’s  combat 
power  at  critical  points  in  the  battle.  In  the  ofMse,  the  characteristics  of  concentration, 
surprise,  tenq>o  and  audacity  were  not  fisUowed  allowing  the  defending  OPFOR  to  attrite 
fiiendly  units  to  tiie  point  where  th^  were  combat  ineffective. 

While  knowledge  of  the  DDP  (to  include  the  commander’s  estimate)  was  important, 
it  did  not,  in  itself  constitute  the  baris  for  success.  Cmnmand  was  more  tiian  smq>ly 
making  dedsions.  Yet  how  wore  we  to  introduce  leadership  training  into  a  two  week 
course  ^iriliose  focus  was  on  synchronizing  combat  power  (  decision  making)?  As  a  result 
of  mimerous  battles  and  after  action  reviews  (AARs)  a  number  of  characteristics  which 
commanders  possessed  and  or  employed  were  identified  \^ch  appeared  to  contribute  to 
the  successful  synchronization  of  combat  power.  These  were: 
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•  Successful  commanders  understood  their  role  in  the  deliberate  planning  procedure. 
Hiey  normally  conducted  thdr  own  personal  estimate  of  the  atuation  that  allowed 
them  to  form  the  basis  of  thdr  intent,  guidance  and  vision  to  their  staSs.^ 

•  Successful  commanders  understood  thdr  role  in  the  preparation  phase  of  combat 
operations.  Conversely,  unsuccessful  commanders  all  too  often  Med  to  understand 
their  personal  contribution  to  synchronizing  thdr  unit's  combat  power  during  this 
critical  pre-hostilities  period.  With  so  many  battlefield  activities  taking  place  prior  to 
executing  dther  defensive  or  ofifenitive  operations,  the  commander  must  identify  how 
he  can  best  contribute  to  the  unit’s  preparation  for  combat  and  having  determined  that, 
take  action  accorcfingly.  The  activities  of  a  commands  during  the  preparation  phase 
are  directly  related  to  the  information  gained  as  a  result  of  conducting  his  personal 
estimate  of  the  situation.  For  example,  during  the  preparation  phase,  the  commander 
must  verify  that  his  location  on  the  battlefield  will  allow  to  him  to  make  critical 
decisions  and  to  communicate  those  dedsions  to  subordinates  and  staff.  It  is  during 
the  preparation  phase  that  the  commander  v^ifies  that  he  can  indeed  see  that  certain 
point  on  the  ground  which  he  expects  the  enemy  to  reach,  and  that  he  has  tiie  ability  to 
communicate  the  counterattack  order  to  the  reserve  fierce  commands.  Successful 
commanders  understood  that  they  had  a  finite  amount  of  time  and  en^gy  available  to 
them  prior  to  the  battle  and  that  thdr  visualization  of  the  battle  derived  during  the 
planning  phase,  dictated  thdr  activities— where,  what  and  with  who— during  the 
preparation  phase  of  combat  operations. 
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•  Successful  commanders  understood  that  while  they  normally  made  few  dedaons 
during  any  one  battle,  those  that  they  did  (or  did  not)  make  were  often  the  key  to  the 
success(or  Mure)  of  the  unit’s  misdon.  For  brigade  commanders  diis  was  a  difficult 
lesson  to  accept.  By  their  nature  commanders  want  to  make  dedsions.  Assessing  the 
outcome  of  a  battle  was  often  conddered  something  short  of ‘commanding.’ 
Commanders  often  gave  way  to  the  temptation  to  indulge  in  an  over  abundance  of 
unnecessary  dedsion  making  Deddon  making  by  a  brigade  commander  must  be 
balanced  against  the  need  to  allow  subordinate  commanders  maximum  flexibility  to 
execute  thdr  unit’s  misdon  whhin  the  constraints  imposed  by  the  brigade  commander. 
Unnecessary  decidon  making  by  the  brigade  commander  oftra  inhibited  subordinate 
commanders  fi'om  taking  the  initiative. 

•  Successful  commanders  could  mentally  visualize  the  progress  of  the  battle  and  assess 
its  movemmt  toward  tiie  dedred  rad  state. 

•  Successful  commandos  possessed  the  flexibility  and  capability  to  modify  rapidly  thdr 
plans  to  take  advantage  of  unexpected  opportunities.  Such  opportunities  could  be  a 
suddenly  exposed  enemy  flank,  or  a  previously  vmidentified  weakness  m  a  defendve 
line.  Successful  commandras  were  opportuni^  and  had  the  strength  of  will  and  the 
courage  to  take  risk. 

•  Successful  commanders  were  able  to  articulate  their  guidance,  intent,  and  vidon  to 
thdr  staffe  and  subordinate  commanders.  Successflil  commanders  took  every 
opportunity  to  coach,  lead,  mentor  and  motivate  thdr  subordinates  throughout  the 
plannings  preparation  and  execution  phase  of  combat  operations. 
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•  Successful  commands  w^e  able  to  deal  with  ^^t  W.  J.  Wood  refers  to  as, 
“exertion,  frustration,  unc«tainty,  apprehension,  danger  to  dieir  units,  and  chance,”* 
without  loang  their  focus  on  the  de^ed  end  state.  Successful  consmanders 
effectively  dealt  with  these  distracters  as  they  occurred  and  never  let  them  accumulate 
to  overvdielming  proportions. 

•  Successfrd  commanders  had  personalities  that  showed  their  genuine  concern  for  the 
subordinate  comnranders  and  staff  membm  on  their,  albdt  tmporary,  brigade  combat 
team.  Successful  commanders  would  listen  to  advice  rendered  to  them  by 
subordinates,  and  provide  thdr  own  e}q>erience,  judgment  and  guidance  to  those  they 
came  in  contact  with.  Succes^ul  commandos  were  approachable.  Subordinates 
could  present  problems  to  them  without  fear  of  bmg  castigated.  One  of  the  key 
reasons  behind  thdr  q)proachability  was  their  understanding  of  their  role  as  a  coach 
and  mentor.  These  comxnand^  recognized  early  in  the  training  that  subordinates 
would  not  want  to  present  than  with  bad  news  if  th^  ‘killed  the  messenger’  in 
response.  Th^  had  as  General  J.  Lawton  Collins  stated,  ‘the  human  toudi.’^  Unda 
positive  leado^hip,  subordinates  felt  th^  could  ask  for  help  and  guidance  from  the 
commanda. 

In  summary,  commanders  who  rmderstood  thdr  role  and  their  contributions  to 
synchroniTang  thdr  brigade’s  combat  power  throughout  the  planning,  preparation  and 
execution  phase  of  combat  operations  wae  usually  successful  —thdr  units  defeated  the 
OPFOR  with  minimum  Mendly  casualties.  Conversefy,  units  wae  normally  unsuccessfril, 
when  commanders  &iled  to  undastand  that  bade  leadaship  skills  and  performance  of 
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specified  commander’s  fimctions  are  vital  in  synchronizing  their  brigade’s  combat  power. 
Key  to  being  able  to  synchronize  the  brigade’s  combat  power  was  the  ability  of  file 
commander  to  perform  a  commander’s  estimate.  The  products  of  the  commander’s 
estimate-missi(Hi  analy^,  course  of  action  development  and  analysis  and  a  deciaon  by  the 
commander  drove  the  DDP.  This  finding  is  not  unique  to  TCDC.  LTC  John  D. 
Rosenberger,  senior  brigade  trainer  at  the  NTC,  observed  twelve  combined  arm  brigades 
plan  and  fight  about  a  hundred  battles  at  the  NTC.  Rosenberger  concludes  that  few 
brigade  commanders  possessed  “...  the  sidlls  and  compet^des  required  to  effectively 
employ  every  dement  of  combat  power  to  achieve  thdr  intent.”^ 


THE PROBLEM 


The  prindpal  problem  eiqierienced  at  TCDC  was  the  inability  of  the  commander  to 
synchronize  the  combat  power  of  the  brigade.  Commanders  and  staffe  rarely  understood 
the  DDP  and,  therefore,  could  not  make  the  trandtion  to  a  r^d  deddon  making  mode 
during  file  execution  phase  of  combat  operations.  In  many  cases,  even  with  an 
understanding  of  the  DDP,  commanders  were  tU-  prepared  for  the  demands  of  dmulated 
condiat  t^ainst  an  ^cperienced  OPFOR.  In  retro^iect,  this  lade  of  preparation  was  to  be 
eiqiected.  The  «itry  level  training  of  those  who  attended  the  two  wedcs  of  TCDC 
instruction  was  diverse.  For  every  individual  eiqierienced  in  the  synchronization  process, 
there  were  four  who  were  not.  In  many  cases,  combat  arms  command  dedgnees  had  not 
seen  troop  duty  for  years.  Years  at  the  Pentagon  or  other  staff  podtions  had  left  them  ill- 
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prq>ared  for  assuming  their  role  as  the  synchronizer  of  con^at  power  within  the  brigade. 
While  it  was  often  advantageous  to  have  lieutenant  colond  and  colonel  students  assume 
the  role  of  the  brigade  staff  in  the  TCDC  classroom,  it  was  often  unrealistic.  This  level  of 
ejqjerience  and  e7q>ertise  normally  exceeded  that  ^^liich  the  brigade  would  have  on  his  staff 
upon  assuming  command.  In  order  to  train  combat,  combat  support,  and  combat  service 
support  arms,  TCDC  had  out  of  neces^,  taken  the  'shotgun  approach  to  providing 
instruction.’ 

Another  identified  shortcoming  of  the  TCDC  instruction  was  the  lack  of  emphasis  on 
leadership.  Success  was  detamined  by  whether  a  commander  could  synchronize  the 
brigade’s  combat  power  and  thereby,  defeat  the  OPFOR  but,  the  aspects  of  coaching, 
motivating  and  mentoring  were  secondary  to  ‘wiiming’  the  battle.  Integrating  leadership 
into  TCDC  instruction  was  a  noted  shortf^l  but  one  that  seemed  beyond  the  scope  and  the 
ability  of  the  course  to  rectify. 

THE  REQUIREMENT 

In  the  summer  of  1993,  the  Commander,  TRADOC,  General  Frederick  M.  Franks, 
e?q>ressed  his  concern  that  the  Amty  must  do  a  better  job  in  teaching  its  commanders  how 
to  synchronize  combat  operations.  About  this  time,  the  term  'battle  command’  enjoyed  a 
revival  in  the  U.S.  Army.’  Battle  command  jqjpeared  as  a  new  term  in  the  Army’s 
lexicon.  The  1993  edition  of  Field  Manual  100-5>  Operations,  defines  battle  command  as- 

the  art  of  battle  decision  makii^  leading  and  motivating  soldiers  and  their 
organizations  into  action  to  acconqfeb  missions.  Inclndes  visoalizing  current 
state  and  future  state,  then  formulating  concepts  of  qierations  to  get  firmn  one 
to  the  other  at  least  cost.  Also  includes  assigning  missions;  prioritizing  and 
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allocating  resources;  selecting  tte  critical  time  and  place  to  act;  and  knowing 
how  and  when  to  malre  a^ustments  during  the  fight. ^ 

While  perceived  by  many  to  be  just  another  new  ‘bu2zword’  the  battlefield  operating 
system  function  of  battle  command  was  vastly  different  fi’om  the  old  battlefield  operating 
^stem  of  command  and  control.  The  focus  had  ri^itfully  shifted  to  the  commanda*  and 
his  role  in  motivating  and  directing  soldiers  and  to  his  role  in  decidon  making  General 
Franks  wanted  to  produce  ‘intuitive  maneuver  leaders’  that  could  exercise  leadership  over 
subordinates,  rqndly  assess  complex  situations,  visualize  the  battlefield  and  desired  end 
states,  articulate  his  intent  to  subordinates,  and  make  timely  dedsions.  The  emphasis  was 
on  maneuver  commanders,  something  that,  de^ite  the  best  efforts  in  TCDC,  was  diluted 
with  the  attendance  of  combat  support  and  combat  service  support  command  designees  in 
the  course.  There  simply  was  not  enough  time  to  focus  on  trmning  brigade  commanders 
without  sacrifidng  efforts  to  train  the  brigade  staff  With  this  guidance,  and  no  more,  the 
School  for  Command  Preparation  began  to  develop  a  plan  that  would  meet  General 
Franks’  requirements. 

THE  BATTLE  COMMANDERS  DEVELOPMENT  CODRSE-THE  FIX 


Armed  with  the  collective  experience  of  the  TCDC  instructors  and  with  the  limited 
guidance  received  fi’om  General  Franks,  a  team  of  instructors  began  to  ‘flesh  out’  a 
course  that  would  produce  ‘intuitive  maneuver  commanders.  ’  The  first  action  was  to 
grab  the  office  dictionary  and  find  the  definition  of  ‘intuitive.  ’  The  American  Heritage 
Dictionary  defines  ‘intuitive’  as; 

1.  a.  The  act  or  of  knowing  without  the  use  of  rational  isocesses; 

11 


unmediate  cc^oition.  b.  Knoniedge  so  gained;  a  sense  of  something  not 
evident  or  dedudUe.  2.  A  capas^  for  guessing  accurately;  sharp  insight^ 

After  reading  the  dictionary  definition  of  intuition  the  team  considered  itself  in  deq) 
trouble.  We  could  not  think  of  one  person  we  knew  that  was  an  ‘intuitive  leader.’  The 
thought  of  a  commands  that  made  dedsions  without  going  through  a  rational  thought 
process  was  contrary  to  everything  I  had  eva-  learned  about  the  DDP.  Crystal  balls  were 
not  on  the  list  of  items  issued  to  commanders. 

Based  upon  the  collective  experiences  of  the  TCDC  instructors  and  the  guidance 
provided  by  General  Franks,  Week  1  would  continue  to  focus  <m  the  staff  planning 
process  and  its  role  in  synchronizing  the  brigade’s  combat  power.  Instruction  on  DDP 
would  be  the  foundation  for  produdng  commanders  that  could  make  rapid  decidons  under 
combat  conditions.  Instructors  recognized  that  during  the  planning  phase  of  Weds:  1, 
additional  emphads  was  required  on  the  importance  and  dgnificance  of  conducting  the 
commander’s  estimate.  \Wth  the  emphasis  on  producing  ‘intuitive  maneuver  commanders’ 
and  with  the  limited  time  available  (two  weeks  for  the  entire  course)  the  team  dedded 
the  second  week  of  the  course  would  be  limited  to  maneuver  battalion  and  brigade 
commanders.  No  longer  would  the  battalion  and  brigade  commanders  have  the  luxury  of  a 
staff  to  assist  them  in  the  planning,  preparation  and  execution  phase  of  combat  operations. 
Commandms  would  now  be  ftrrced  to  go  through  an  abbreviated  planning  process  which 
at  the  time  we  called  the  Combat  Decision  Making  Process  (CDP).  The  CDP  most  closely 
resembles  the  ‘run’  portion  of  the  decidon  making  process  wdiere  advanced  application  of 
tactical  decision  making  is  required.  The  CDP  is  driven  by  the  commander  and  relies  upon 
his  experience  and  exp^tise  to  arrive  at  a  timely,  acceptable  solution  given  the  limited 
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time  available.  Unrealistic?  Perhaps  at  an  initial  glance,  but  not  unrealistic  viien 
considering  that,  during  the  execution  phase  of  combat  operations,  staff  estimates  are  not 
always  available. 

The  BCDC  instruction  sought  to  produce  maneuver  commanders  who  could  visualize 
the  current  and  hiture  state  of  combat  operations,  then  formulate  concepts  of  operations 
to  get  from  one  state  to  another  at  the  least  cost.  Instruction  also  required  commanders  to 
assign  misitions,  select  the  oitical  time  and  place  to  act,  and  know  how  and  when  to  make 
adjustments  during  the  fight.  Every  attempt  was  made  to  replicate  the  intellectual  and 
mental  pressures  of  battle  command  in  each  lesson.  Three  Terminal  Learning  Objectives 
(TLOs)  were  identified  which  focused  on  the  art  and  science  of  battle  command.  These 
TLOs  were  designed  to  as^  the  commanders  in  honing  their  tactical  skills,  knowledge, 
and  ability  to  make  decisions  in  the  application  of  combat  power  on  the  battlefield.  These 
were  conadered  ^aduate  level  TLOs  and  were  selected  based  upon  knowledge  previous 
gained  during  Week  1  of  TCDC  instructkMi.  These  TLOs  are  listed  below: 

1.  Analyze  and  modify  brigade  level  intdligence  preparation  of  die  batdefidd  (IPB) 
products  to  support  tactical  decision  making  operations.  Commanders  would  be 
provided  the  products  of  the  IPB  process  and  would  have  to  analyze  them  and  request 
additional  information  required  to  support  plan  devdopment  and  the  execution  of 
operations  once  hostilities  were  initiated.  Providing  the  IPB  products  obviated  the  need 
for  including  a  fiill  time  S2  intelligence  officer  in  BCDC  and  kqit  the  focus  on  the 
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commander’s  ability  to  analyze  information  and  to  make  demands  on  intelligence 
collection. 

2.  Exercise  battle  command  to  synchronize  and  execute  brigade  and  battalion 
tactical  operations.  This  TLO  centered  on  lea(hng  and  motivating  subordinate 
commanders,  tiie  execution  of  a  reconnaissance  and  surveillance  plan,  use  of  a  decision 
support  template  (DST),  identification  of  commanders  critical  information  requirements 
(CCIR),  abbreviated  rehearsals  and  in  ^erciting  tactical  judgment.  This  TLO  would  be 
tested  primarily  during  the  preparation  and  provided  with  (fivision  level  operations  orders 
(OPORDs),  and  overlays,  IPB  products,  and  previously  pr^ared  commander’s  estimates, 
and  through  the  use  of  JANUS  computer  Emulation  commanders  would  utilize 
abbreviated  decision  making  procedures  in  developing  and  executing  combat  operations 
(Figure  3,  The  Combat  Ded^n  Making  Process).  Battalion  commanders  recdved 
previously  developed  brigade  OPORDs  and  were  required  to  assess  whether  they  were 
feadble  and  suitable  ^ven  the  current  tituatioa  If  the  OPORD  no  longer  2q)plied  to  the 
particular  situation,  commanders  were  required  to  go  through  the  combat  dedtion  making 
process  and  formulate  a  new  concept  of  operation,  conduct  a  suitability,  feasibility,  and 
acceptability  analyds,  and  then  rapidly  confirm  his  estimates  and  adjust  the  concept  of 
operation  accordingly. 
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FIGURE  3,  THE  COMBAT  DECISION  MAKING  PROCESS^ 


The  discaiung  reader  should  have  identified  that  none  of  the  above  TLOs  or 
supporting  enabling  learning  objectives  (ELOs)  made  any  mention  of  producing  intuitive 
leaders.  As  the  team  attenq>ted  to  develop  a  course  that  would  produce  intuitive  leaders,  it 
soon  discovered  that  the  dictionary  definition  of  "intuition’  did  not  apply  to  the 
development  of  intuitive  commanders.  What  were  the  task,  conditions,  and  standards  that 
applied  to  the  development  of  intuitive  leaders?  We  certainly  did  not  know  nor  did  any 
one  else  whom  we  asked.  Not  knowing  of  any  present  day  "intuitive  commanders,’ the 
team  b^an  to  researdi  some  of  history’s  "great  captains’  in  an  atteiiq)t  to  identify  those 
characteristics  of  battle  command— leadership  and  decision  making—  that  made  them 
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‘great’.  The  team  studied  (among  many)  Alexander  the  Great,  the  Duke  of  Wellington, 
Ulysses  S.  Grant,  Creighton  Abrams,  and  Erwin  Rommel  all  in  an  attempt  to  come  up  with 
some  common  characteristics  that  led  to  their  success.  These  commanders  appeared  to 
possess  the  ability  to  make  ‘intuitive  dedsions’.  How  did  they  do  it  and  how  could  we 
apply  the  lessons  learned  to  develoi^g  ‘intuitive  commanders’  in  the  BCDC? 

COMPETENCIES  OF  ‘HISTORY’S  GREAT  CAPTAINS’-DE-BUNKING  THE 
MYTH  OF  INTUITION 


The  more  the  team  studied  history’s  ‘great  captains’  the  more  it  realized  that  the 
dictionary  definition  of  intuition  had  nothing  to  do  with  thdr  tactical  or  strategic  success 
as  commanders.  While  the  team’s  research  into  the  ‘great  obtains’  was  limited,  it 
identified  the  fi>llowing  battle  command  con^>etencies  that  were  common  (but  not 
absolute)  to  them  all; 

•  A  recognition  of  their  role  as  commander  and  of  what  they  had  to  do  to  contribute  to 
the  success  of  the  battle. 

•  The  ability  to  assess  the  battle  rapidly  \diether  by  personal  presence  or  through  other 
means  such  as  radio,  tdegr^h  or  messenger  delivered  information. 

•  The  ability  by  thdr  mere  personal  presence  on  the  battlefield,  to  insinre  subordinates. 

•  A  keoi  appreciation  of  the  terrain. 

•  An  imderstanding  that  (except  for  Alexander  the  Great)  being  forward  did  not 
necessarily  mean  they  should  remain  in  the  ‘beat«i  zone’.  Alexander’s  place  in  battle 
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was,  as  witb  the  style  of  heroic  leaders,  up  front  leading  his  soldiers  into  the  fray. 

Being  forward  was  consid«-ed  a  risk  they  would  take  given  the  requirements  to  make 
deddons  and  to  motivate  and  lead  thdr  subordinates. 

•  Recognition  that  bdng  in  good  pltysical  condition  was  a  pre-requisite  to  maintaining 
Rtflinina  Poor  health  had  a  negative  effect  on  their  ability  to  both  direct  the  battle  and 
lead  anH  motivate  subordinates.  All  possessed  the  required  physical  stamina  to  work 
long  hours  imder  tough,  demanchng  conditions. 

•  Understanding  the  value  of  rest  and  its  contribution  to  their  ability  to  reflect,  think,  and 
calculate  fiiendly  and  enemy  dtuations.  Most  of  these  ‘great  captains’  set  a  ade  time 
during  the  day  for  personal  reflection. 

•  Could  visualize  the  expected  battle  so  that  they  could  place  themselves  at  the  dedave 
point  at  the  dedsive  time.  It  was  no  acddent  that  these  commandos  collectively 
showed  up  just  at  the  light  time  to  save  the  day  with  a  monumental  dedaon,  i.e. 
‘Commit  the  reserve  now! ’ 

•  Could  clearly  verbalize  thdr  intents  and  dedaons  to  their  subordinates  with  minimum 
words  and  written  documents.  The  ability  to  ejq)ress  thdr  thoughts  clearly  and 
sucdnctly  was  one  of  thdr  greatest  attributes. 

•  Had  the  ability  to  impose  their  will  on  subordinates  and  the  en«ny.  All  had  the 
strength  of  wifl  to  see  them  through  difficult  situaticms. 

•  Of  those  studied,  moa  had  a  strong  spiritual  belief  In  his  book  The  Mask  of 
rnmmand  author  John  Keegan  relates  that  after  the  Battle  of  Waterloo  if  the  Duke  of 
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Wellington  “...told  Ms  sister-in-law  a  day  later,  ‘The  finger  of  God  was  on  me  all  day- 
nothing  else  could  have  saved  me,’  he  spoke  close  to  the  virtual  truth.”. 

•  Were  tacticaDy  and  technically  consent.  They  understood  the  art  and  science  of 
their  profession. 

•  Possessed  a  Mgh  intellect  and  a  strong  dose  of  common  s^se. 

•  Most,  but  not  all,  were  studoits  of  Mstoiy  (Grant  being  the  exception). 

•  Possessed  a  seemingly  intuitive  sense  that  was  bom  through  rq)etitive  combat 
e:q>erience,  commander’s  estimates  of  the  ^tuafion,  and  personal  wargaming.  What 
appeared  to  be  intuition  was  nothing  more  than  the  knowledge  gained  and  honed  due 
to  rq)etitive  experiaice.  TMs  conclu^on  is  supported  by  W.  H.  Agor,  i»iio  relates; 
“intuitions  are  our  initial  impressions  of  people  and  atuations  based  on  experiences 
which  are  repressed  due  to  conditioning.”^^  Lussier  and  Saxon  state; 

intuition  is  paiticulaily  useful  in  a  situation  wbeie  there  is  a  crisis  or  emergency  situatitm. 

In  an  eoviromnentuhete  rapid  decisions  mu^  be  made,  such  as  the  military,  mul  more 
Actual  information  is  not  fo^coming,  a  highfy  developed  intuition  can  be  an  efficient 
tvay  knowing  and  an  inqxntant  source  for  making  decisions.'^ 

Key  to  my  imderstanding  of  what  contributed  to  the  success  of  history’s  ‘great 
captains’  was  the  discovery  that,  while  they  shared  maiQ^  common  competencies  and 
character  traits,  they  wwe  all  different  in  some  manner.  They  were  products  of  thdr  times, 
each  with  widdy  differing  personalities,  but  these  personalities  transcended  all  of  then- 
other  character  traits.  Each  had  mastered  the  balance  between  their  weaknesses  and  their 
strengths. 


BCDC-  FROM  CONCEPT  TO  REALITY 

Wth  the  TLOs  identified  and  the  results  of  my  research  on  history’s  ‘great  captains,’  I 
began  to  develop  the  BCDC.  to  produdng  ‘intuitive  leaders’  would  be  the 

following. 
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•  Maximum  use  of  the  JANUS  ^ulation  with  the  abihty  to  fight  the  same  battle  ovct 
and  over  again  would  be  to  rq>licating  the  repetitive  combat  ejq)erience  of 
histoiy’s  ‘great  obtains’.  If  the  commander  was  not  successfiil  we  would  stop  the 
simulation,  make  adjustments  to  the  plan  and  fight  the  battle  again.  Though  difQcult 
and  demanding  on  instructors,  contracted  OPFOR,  and  the  student  commanders,  we 
would  plan,  prepare,  and  execute  at  least  one  battle  per  day. 

•  Brigade  commanders  would  be  required,  per  the  ELOs  to  coach,  teach,  and  mentor 
subordinate  battalion  conmianders  throu^out  the  we^  long  course.  This  would  serve 
as  an  excellent  opportunity  for  the  brigade  commanders  to  hone  thdr  leadership  skills, 
something  that  was  lacking  in  Week  1  of  the  course. 

•  Commanders  would  be  presented  with  the  imexpected.  The  atuations  pres^ted  on  the 
JANUS  computer  ^ulation  would  require  them  to  assess  the  ^tuafion  r^idly  and 
formulate  new  courses  of  action.  In  this  manner  we  would  also  attempt  to  replicate  the 
pressures  and  demands  of  combat. 

•  A  small  but  very  important  pmtion  of  the  course  would  capitalize  on  the  lessons 
learned  fi-om  history’s  ‘great  captains’  to  be  followed  by  practical  exerdses  utilizing 
the  JANUS  computer  simulation.  Cormnanders  would  unknowingly  fight  some  of 
history’s  great  battles  followed  by  afl:er  action  reviews  (AARs)  where  students  could 
compare  their  actions  and  dedsions  against  those  of  history’s  ‘great  captains.’  It 
would  make  for  excellent  discusdon. 
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DEVELOPING  THE  COURSE 


With  this  as  a  background,  the  team  set  out  to  develop  the  daily  lessons  that  would 
produce  ‘intuitive  leaders.  ’  A  brief  summary  of  the  lessons  follows: 

Lesson  1,  Battie  Command.  This  two  hour  block  of  instruction  consisted  of  an 
instructor  led  discussion  that  focused  on  the  role  of  the  commander  during  the  planning, 
pr^aration,  and  execution  phases  of  combat  operations.  Assigned  historical  readings 
included  Alexander  the  Great,  The  Duke  of  Wellington,  Ulysses  S.  Grant,  Creighton 
Abrams,  and  &win  Rommel.  Selected  readings  on  leadership  included  articles  written  by 
G^eral  Lawton  J.  Collins,  Major  Gena’s!  Aubr^  S.  Newman  and  Colonel  Roga  H. 
Nye.  These  publications  prowded  the  battalion  and  brigade  commanda  derignees  the 
information  necessary  to  partidpate  in  group  discussions  on  battle  command.  Thae  wae 
three  ELOs  that  saved  as  discusdon  points  during  this  lesson.  Udng  examples  identified 
in  the  readings,  commandas  wae  expected  to  discuss  the  following: 

1.  ELO:  Leading  and  motivating  soldias. 

-The  importance  of  demonstrating  moral  and  phydcal  courage  in  the  face  of  advadty. 
-The  importance  for  the  commanda  to  provide  his  subordinates  his  vision  of  the 
tactical  opaation. 

-The  importance  for  the  commanda  to  articulate  ordas  clearly  to  subordinate 
commanders  and  staff. 

-The  importance  of  soldia  team  development. 
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2,  £LO:  Exercising  Tactical  Judgment 


-The  Motors  that  impact  upon  who'e  the  commander  positions  himself  on  the 
battlefield  during  the  planmng,  preparation  and  execution  of  combat  operations. 

-A  desoiption  of  the  commander’s  responsibilities  and  role  in  tactical  dedsion  making. 
-The  &ctors  and  considerations  that  drive  the  location  of  the  special  staff  during  this 
period  (Fire  Support  Coordinator,  Brigade  Engineer,  Air  Liaison  Officer). 

-The  tools  (computer  generated  products  like  Terra  Base)  that  are  availaUe  to  the 
commander  to  assist  lum  in  determining  minimiitn  exposure  to  eneitQr  fires  while  at  the 
same  time  afford  him  maximum  flexibility  in  exercising  battle  command. 

-The  requirement  to  see  the  battlefield  and  to  communicate  with  subordinate  and 
higher  commanders  throuihout  the  battle. 

-The  commander’s  personal  safety  and  survivability  v«^s  his  personal  presence  and 
ability  to  ‘see’  the  battlefield. 

-The  importance  of  the  ‘impCTative  of  example’  during  the  planning,  preparation  and 
execution  of  combat  operations. 

3.  ELO:  Using  critical  infonnation  requirements  (CCIR)  to  focus  the  staff  on 
gathmng  infonnation  to  assist  him  in  the  decision  matdng  process.  The  ffiscussion 
included  as  a  minimum; 

-The  rationale  bdiind  the  commando'  identifying  CCIR. 

-The  characteristics  of  CCIR. 

-How  the  commander  utilizes  CCIR  in  the  dedrion  making  process. 
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-The  relationship  betwe^  COR  to  priority  intelligence  requirements  (PIR). 

-The  relation^p  of  CCIR  to  the  Dedaon  Support  Template  (DST). 

Lesson  1  Observations.  Lesson  1  served  as  tiie  introduction  to  the  art  of  battle 
command  and  provided  the  foundation  for  undm'standing  the  critical  role  the  commander 
plays  in  nq)id  decision  making.  Examples  of  history’s  ‘great  captains’  brougjit  to  life  the 
role  of  the  commander  during  the  plannings  preparation,  and  execution  phases  of  combat 
operations.  In  several  readings  command  designees  observed  that  Al^rander  the  Great 
and  the  Duke  of  Wellington  maintained  a  daily  routines  that  not  only  were  important  to 
maintaining  their  physical  and  mental  well-bdng  but  also  served  to  comfort  the 
apprehenrion  of  thdr  subordinates.  In  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Wellingtoo,  “...routine- 
method  as  he  called  it— was  essential  to  his  operational  success.  It  was  almost 
unvarying.”^^  Studying  history’s  ‘great  captmns’  pointed  out  to  the  command  derignees 
that  were  times  that  the  cormnander  had  to  ‘go  off  and  just  plain  reflect  on  vsiiat  was 
going  on.  P^srmal  time  provided  commanders  the  opportumty  to  reflect  about  the 
current  and  fliture  state  of  the  battle. 

Another  key  point  that  received  much  discussion  in  Lesson  1  was,  how  did  history’s 
‘great  obtains’  always  seem  to  be  at  the  right  place  at  the  ri^t  time?  As  the  command 
designees  learned,  it  was  no  acddent  that  Abrams,  Wdlington,  and  Alexander  seemed  to 
be  where  th^  could  contribute  most  to  the  successful  outcome  of  a  battle.  Exp^mice  and 
knowledge  (technical  and  tactical  competence)  allowed  these  commanders  to 
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unconsciously  move  through  a  saies  of  logical  steps  towards  arriving  at  a  deciaon—the 
essence  of  what  General  Franks  referred  to  as  ‘intuition.’ 

Lesson  1  stressed  that  once  combat  operations  b^an,  commanders  may  not  have  the 

opportunity  to  consult  with  and  receive  information  and  recommendations  from  thar 

staf&.  As  Wu  Ch’i  (430-381  B.C.)  stated, 

A  general  good  at  commanding  troc^  is  like  one  sitting  in  a  leaking  boat 
or  lying  under  dimming  For  Aae  is  not  time  for  the  vnse  to  offer 

counsel  nor  the  bra\«  to  be  angiy.  All  must  cane  to  gr^  with  the  enai^.'^ 

Commanders  amply  will  not  have  the  time  to  go  througii  a  lengthy  decision-making 

process  and  will  have  to  rely  on  thar  personal  experiaice,  judgment,  and  courage  to 

exercise  battle  command. 

Lesson!,  Combat  Decision  Drills  w/Simulatioa.  This  two  hour  period  of  instruction 
presented  commanders  with  a  series  of  situations  wha^e  they  had  to  exercise  th^ 
analytical  ski11.<t  to  assess  the  situation,  and  then  develop  their  intent,  guidance,  and 
concert  of  opa:ation,  and  finally  fight  thar  plan  on  the  JANUS  computa*  simulation.  The 
scenarios  presented  to  the  commanders  on  the  JANUS  Emulation  rq>licated  George 
Custa’s  battle  with  the  Sioux  at  the  Little  Big  Horn,  1876;  and  Dan  Morgan’s  fi^  at  the 
Battle  of  Cowpens,  1781.  Students  wae  not  told  they  wae  refighting  these  particular 
historic  battles  until  the  AAR.  Lesson  2  ranforced  the  value  of  studying  history  by 
demonstrating  that  today’s  connnandas  frice  maiiy  of  the  same  battiiefield  dynamics  as 
some  of  history’s  ‘great  captains’  did  hundreds  of  years  ago.  Lesson  2  consisted  of  sbr 
ELOs  whose  requirements  wae  designed  into  the  scenarios  desoibed  above: 
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1.  ELO:  Conduct  a  commander’s  assessment  of  tactical  operations.  A  logical 
visualization  of  the  current  siUiation  as  compared  with  the  expected  battle  outcome  and 
future  state  of  both  fiiendly  and  enemy  forces. 

2.  ELO:  Formulate  commander’s  concept  of  operation.  Commander’s  were  required 
to  determine  whether  the  base  plan  met  the  assessed  situation.  If  it  did  not  they  were 
required  to  determine  vdiether  a  branch  to  the  base  plan  addressed  the  assessed  dtuation. 
If  the  branch  to  the  original  plan  did  not  meet  the  situation,  commanders  were  required  to 
formulate  a  new  concq>t  of  operation  that  did. 

3.  ELO:  Conduct  a  suitability  anafysfe.  Given  a  situation,  their  commander’s 
assessmCTt,  conchiaons  and  dieir  concept  of  operation,  commanders  were  required  to 
develop  their  intent,  and  use  of  the  brigade’s  combat  power  to  support  thdr  concept. 
En^y  COAs,  CCIRs,  limitations,  and  the  amount  of  risk  the  commander  was  willing  to 
accept  were  also  required  development. 

4.  ELO:  Conduct  a  feasibility  analysis.  Commanders  were  required  to  analyze  whether 
their  concept  of  operation  met  the  critoia  of  time,  space,  and  means. 

5.  ELO:  Conduct  Acceptabflity  Anafysis.  Giv^  the  information  previously  developed, 
commanders  were  required  to  compare  the  &ctors  of  acceptable  risks  against  the  de^ed 
outcome  consent  with  the  higher  commander’s  intent  and  concq)t  of  operatioa 
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6.  Conduct  validity  chedis  tm  tbe  concept  of  opoTition  selected.  Commanders  were 
required  to  conduct  validity  checks  of  the  developed  plan  to  include: 

-coofiimation  of  estimates. 

-a  personal  analysis  of  the  terrain. 

-an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  battlefield  conditions  on  current  op^ations. 

-monitor  battlefidd  preparations. 

-share  the  results  of  their  personal  reconnaissance  (done  via  JANUS  computer  simulation) 
with  subordinate  commanders  and  staff. 

-develop  alternatives  to  the  plan. 

-confinn  or  adjust  the  concept  of  operation. 

-support  the  morale  of  the  troops  and  subordinate  leaders. 

7.  Execute  tactical  operatious  on  the  JANUS  simulation.  Commanders  were  e7q)ected 
to  recognize  how  to  use  the  JANUS  simulation  as  a  training  tool  to  achieve 
synchronization. 

In  order  to  maximize  the  learning  experience  each  battalion  commander  was  provided 
\\^h  a  dtuafion  and  given  approximately  30  minutes  to  read,  comprehend  the  dtuation 
presented,  and,  with  the  assistance  of  contract  personnel,  enter  thdr  ccmcept  of  the 
operation  on  the  JANUS  simulation.  Battalion  commanders  fought  thdr  plans  on  the 
JANUS  simulation  against  a  non-inter-active  enemy.  The  brigade  commander  coadied  and 
mentored  the  battalion  commanders,  offering  guidance  where  ^ropriate.  Depending 
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upon  how  well  the  battalion  connnandCTs  synchronized  available  combat  power  they  could 
stop  the  smnilation,  make  appropriate  dianges  to  their  initial  plan,  and  refi^  the  battle. 

Lesson  2  Observations.  Lesson  2  resulted  in  improvements  in  battle  commanders 
cmnbat  dedsions.  It  provided  battafion  commanders  wi&  situations  that  required  them  to 
assess  the  situation  rapidly,  apply  the  combat  deddon  making  process,  and  execute 
combat  op^tions.  It  rdnforced  Less(ni  1  discusdons  on  how  the  cmnmander  det^mines 
vdiere  he  should  position  himself  on  the  battlefield  in  order  to  make  k^  dedsions  that  will 
determine  the  outccnne  of  the  battle.  It  also  provided  the  Inigade  commanders  widi  the 
opportunity  to  coach,  teach,  and  mentor  battalion  commanders  in  the  conduct  of  rapid 
deddon  making  Battalion  commanders  were  able  to  make  adjustm^s  to  thdr  plans,  then 
re-fight  oitical  portions  of  battles.  The  ability  to  conduct  repetitive  warfi^iting  was  a 
valuable  aspect  of  this  lesson.  History  was  brought  to  life  in  a  manner  that  commanders 
understood  and  ai^redated.  The  historic  vignettes  that  served  as  the  bads  for  the 
compute  simulated  battles  allowed  instructors,  during  tiie  AAR,  to  crnnpare  the  lessons 
learned  by  the  student  commanders  with  those  of  history’s  ‘great  captains.’  The  real  value 
was  in  assesdng  what  the  ctnnmanders  could  have  done  to  synchronize  better  thdr  unit’s 
combat  power.  Discusdon  also  focused  on  the  leadership  aspects  of  battle  command,  the 
intangibles  of  warfighting.  The  leadership  aspects  of  battle  command  while  difificuh  to 
quantify,  were  vital  in  achieving  the  succesdul  synchronization  of  the  unit’s  combat 
power.  By  the  end  of  Lesson  2,  commanders  were  ready  to  integrate  battalion  operations 
with  those  of  brigade  level  combat  operations. 
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Lesson  3,  Exercising  Battle  ComnianiL  Lesson  3  was  a  32  hour  brigade  level  practical 
^erdse  that  focused  on  the  commander’s  estimate  and  the  CDP.  The  day  befin'e  Lesson 
3,  brigade  commanders  were  provided  with  a  division  operations  order,  map,  overlay  with 
operational  grapMcs  deleted,  and  IPB  products.  That  evoui^  brigade  commanders 
were  required  to: 

•  Riq)idly  conduct  a  detailed  commander’s  estimate  of  the  situation  lAW  FM 101-5 .  The 
estimate  had  to  indude  the  results  of  the  commander’s  misrion  analysis,  the 
characteristics  of  the  area  of  operations  (weather,  terrain),  the  enemy  rituation, 
(disposition,  composition  and  strength),  peculiarities  and  weaknesses,  friendly 
situation,  assessment  of  rdative  combat  power,  enen^  capabilities,  and  a  friendly 
course  of  action  winch  offered  the  best  probability  of  success. 

•  Develop  and  present  detailed  commander’s  guidance  to  student  battalion  commanders. 
Once  brigade  commanders  presented  the  above  to  the  battalion  commanders,  battalion 
commanders  were  required  to  go  through  the  same  process.  Upon  completing  their 
commander’s  estimates,  battalion  commanders  back  bri^d  brigade  commanders  with 
their  results.  The  brigade  commander  could  then  confirm  that  tiie  battalion  commands 
und^^ood  his  intent,  guidance,  and  ccmcept  for  the  brigade  fight. 

In  the  m^ority  of  situations,  there  was  never  enough  time  to  involve  tiie  staff  in  the 
deliberate  decision  making  process,  fri  some  scenarios  the  staff  was  involved  with  planning 
movement  activities,  or  was  viewed  as  inerqrerienced  and  tiierrfore  requiring  more  than 
the  usual  amount  of  guidance  from  the  commander.  Instructors  confided  to  the  brigade 
and  battalion  commanders  that  in  some  cases  the  amount  of  planning  and  guidance 
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required  by  the  commanders  was  b^ond  that  normally  required  or  expected  of 
commanders.  However,  as  explained,  the  end  result  would  be  a  better  prepared  brigade 
and  battalion  commander.  A  series  of  fragmentary  orders  and  spot  reports  were  rendered 
to  the  commanders  that  required  their  analyris  to  determine  thdr  impact  on  the  developed 
plan  and  rituation.  Commai^ers  were  required  to  make  modifications  to  thdr  plans  as 
appropriate. 

In  several  situations,  commanders  were  provided  erroneous  information  to  replicate  the 
fiiction  of  batde.  fricomplete  maps,  misring  gr^hics,  too  much  information ,  and  at  times, 
the  severing  of  communications  between  the  brigade  commander  and  battalion 
commanders  all  contributed  to  the  ‘fog  of  battle’.  In  these  rituations,  commanders  were 
forced  to  assess  difBcult,  often  confuring  situations,  and  develop  creative  solutions  that 
ultimatdy  led  to  the  synchronization  of  their  unit’s  combat  power. 

Commanders  were  required  to  figb^t  from  a  location  they  selected  as  a  result  of  their 
estimate  and  information  gathered  as  a  resuh  of  simulated  reconnaissance  on  the  JANUS 
simulation.  Brigade  commanders  were  required  to  position  themselves  where  they  could 
receive  FM  radio  communications  from  their  battalion  commanders  and  where  they  could 
best  see  the  battlefield  in  order  to  make  decirions.  Battalion  commanders  positioned 
themselves  vviiere  they  could  best  direct  their  battalion’s  activities  in  support  of  brigade 
directed  missions.  Contract  conq}uter  operators  played  tl^  role  of  company  commanders 
and  portioned  thdr  forces  per  the  battalion  plan  and  po*  direction  of  the  battalion 
commander.  All  commanders  were  required  to  designate  which  vehicle  they  were  to 
command  from  to  preclude  unrealistic  movement  and  visual  capabilities.  Throughout  the 
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exercise  numerous  situations  or  changes  in  mission  took  place  that  required  modification 
to  the  original  plan.  AARs  occurred  as  necessary  to  reinforce  instructional  points. 

Lesson  3  missions  included  a  deliberate  attack  against  a  depleted  OPFOR  regiment;  a 
follow-on  attack  against  a  hasty  defense;  a  movement  to  contact  that  turned  into  a  meeting 
engagem^  and,  as  the  result  of  a  chemical  attack  against  an  in  |Hace  unit,  the  assunq)tion 
of  a  hasty  defense. 

Lesson  3  consisted  of  nine  H^Os; 

1.  ELO:  Conduct  commander’s  estimate.  Commanders  were  required  to  produce  all 
dements  of  the  commanda’’s  estimate  as  previously  described. 

2.  ELO:  Devdop  br^ade  commander’s  guidance.  Commanders  were  required  to 

-  provide  battalion  commanders  with  thdr  vision  of  enemy  courses  of  action  and  how 
they  in:q)acted  upon  the  fiiendly  course  of  action; 

-restate  the  brigade  misdon; 

-state  his  intent; 

-give  detailed  (given  time  constraints)  concept  of  operation; 

-provide  the  deception  objective  (if  any); 

-establish  the  time  plan; 

-articulate  key  aspects  of  the  OPORD  to  include  spedfied  tasks  to  subordinate  units, 
priorities  and  how  he  envisioned  employing  intelligence,  maneuver,  aviation,  fire 
support,  mobility/countermobility/survivability,  air  defense,  and  combat  savice 
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support  assets.  In  addition,  brigade  commanders  were  e9q)ected  to  identify  there 
anticipated  activities  and,  or,  location  during  the  preparation  and  execution  phase  of 
the  operation. 

3.  £LO:  Lead  and  motivate  subordinate  commanders.  This  required  the 
brigade  commander  to: 

-  establish  a  teamwork  climate  that  engendered  success; 

-demonstrate  moral  and  pineal  courage  (replicated  by  his  Emulated  location  on  the 
battlefield); 

-prowde  the  vision  that  focuses  and  antidpates  future  courses  of  events; 

-analyze  the  subordinate  battalion  commanda’’s  plans  to  ensure  conqjliance  with  the 
brigade’s  overall  mission  and  bis  guidance  and  intent; 

-lead,  coach  and  mentor  subordinate  battalion  commanders  as  they  developed  thdr 
commander’s  estimate  and  guidance  for  their  company  commander’s  and  staff. 

4.  £LO:  Conduct  the  commander’s  assessment  of  tihe  current  situation  as 
compared  witii  tiie  expected  battle  outcome  and  future  state  of  both  iiiendly  and 
enemy  forces.  Commanders  were  required  to; 

-  recognize  the  dmilarities  and  differences  between  the  initial  plan  the  commander 
developed  (or  received)  and  the  current  and  projected  combat  atuations; 

-consider  the  fiiendly  force  posture,  oiemy  probable  actions,  and  posture  and  battle 
space. 
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5.  £L0:  Formulate  Concept  and  condude:  Commanders  were  required  to  determine 
if: 

-  the  base  plan  met  the  assessed  situation; 

-a  branch  of  the  base  plan  addressed  the  assessed  atuation; 

-a  new  whole  new  plan  required  development  to  meet  the  assessed  situation. 

6.  ELO:  Conduct  a  Suitability  Analysis  and  issue  modifications  to  the  original 
plan.  Commanders  were  required  to: 

-make  dianges  to  the  commander’s  intent; 

-develop  the  concept  of  operation  to  include  major  elements  of  maneuver  for  critical 
events  in  the  batde  and  the  int^ration  and  synchronization  of  combat  multipliers  (fire 
support,  aviation,  deep  operations  etc.); 

-condder  eienty  CO  As; 

-identify  CCIR; 

-identify  limitations. 

-determine  risks  he  was  willing  to  acc^t. 

7.  ELO:  Conduct  a  FeasibHity  Analysis.  Commanders  had  to  ensure  that  the  concept 
meets  the  criteria  of  time,  space,  and  means. 

8.  ELO:  Conduct  an  Acceptabilify  Analysis.  Commanders  compared  &ctors  of 
acceptable  risks  against  the  desired  outcome  consistent  with  the  higher  commander’s 
intent  and  conc^t. 
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9.  £LO:  Execute  tactical  operations  on  tile  JANUS  computer  simulation. 

Brigade  and  battalion  commands  must  be  subject  matter  experts  in  the  tactics, 
techniques  and  procedures  essential  to  synchronimg  thdr  unit’s  combat  power.  A 
checklist  was  developed  to  assist  commanders  with  the  maixy  requirements  pertaining  to 
planning,  preparing  and  executing  combat  operations.  Checklists  are  not  all  inclusive  but 
can  assist  commanders  in  situations  where  they  might  otherwise  overlook  oitical  aspects 
of  battle  command.  The  checklist  is  arranged  in  battle  sequenced  order-concept,  plan  and 
execute. 

Conceptualize 

•  Did  you  visualize  (form  a  maital  picture)  of  the  current  and  hiture  state  of  fiiendly  and 
enemy  forces  upon  receipt  of  the  mis^on? 

•  Did  you  see  the  ememy,  fiiendly,  terrain,  and  their  relationship  to  each  other  terms  of 
time,  space  and  purpose? 

•  Based  upon  this  visualization,  did  you  formulate  a  concept  of  the  operation? 

•  Did  you  establish  key  pieces  of  information  (CCIR)  to  execute  the  conc^t  of 
operation? 
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Enemy  Ftens  and  Preparations 


•  Did  you  know  the  enen^  organization  and  equipment,  doctrine,  and  we^n  systems 
capabilities? 

•  Did  you  identify  enemy  strengths,  weaknesses,  and  possible  missions? 

•  Did  you  integrate  the  threat  with  die  tmain? 

•  Did  you  develop  a  concept  that  created  or  eiqiloited  a  weakness  in  the  enemy  plan? 

•  Did  you  environ  or  demand  that  the  S2  environ,  the  ^emy  purpose  vvithin  die  IPB? 

•  Did  you  analyze  the  enany  situation  provided  to  you  by  the  S2? 

•  EHd  you  use  a  nbiadonal  tonplate  in  COA  devdopment? 

•  Did  you  wargame/andcipate  enemy  actions? 

Friendly  Plans  and  Preparations 

•  Did  you  understand  the  mission  (tadc  and  purpose)? 

•  Did  you  review  the  batdefidd  area  evaluation  (BAE)  provided  to  you  by  the  S2? 

•  Did  you  formulate  your  intent  consistent  with  the  higher  commander’s  intuit? 

•  Did  you  issue  a  clear,  condse,  and  attainable  commander’s  guidance  to  your 
subordinates? 

•  Did  you  formulate  a  concept  of  opa'ation  consistent  with  time,  space,  and  purpose 
consideraticHis? 

•  Did  you  integrate  and  i^chronize  all  battle  field  operating  systems  into  the  plan? 
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•  Did  you  effectively  plan  for  and  integrate  the  use  of  your  reserves? 

•  Given  a  lack  of  time  to  conduct  a  fonnal  planning  session  with  subordinate 
commanders,  did  you  pan  for  going  forward  to  thdr  locations  to  conduct  &ce  to  &ce 
discussions  on  the  mission? 

•  Did  you  communicate  the  results  of  your  commander’s  estimate  to  include  your 
METT-T  analysis,  intent,  and  concept  of  operation  to  subordinate  battalion 
commanders? 

•  Did  you  use  briefi>acks  to  ensure  that  subordinates  imderstood  your  intent  and  unit 
mission? 

•  Do  you  understand  your  unit’s  capabihties  and  limitations? 

•  Did  you  assign  missions  based  on  subordinate  unit’s  suitability  to  acconrplish  the 
mission  (combat  power,  experience,  ability  or  other  considerations)? 

•  Did  you  publish  a  timeline  and  enforce  it  based  upon  METT-T  analysis? 

•  Did  you  establish  a  priority  of  work? 

•  Did  you  plan  for  all  assigned  and  implied  missions  (both  current  and  hiture)? 

•  Dd  you  clearly  articulate  the  unit’s  task  and  purpose  for  actions  on  the  objective? 

•  Did  you  identify  dedsive  points  or  areas,  times  and  actions  oiticai  to  the  successful 
outcome  of  the  operation? 

•  Are  you  satisfied  with  the  detail  and  quality  of  your  contingency  plans? 

•  Dd  you  assess  the  effect  of  tactical  logistics  on  the  mission? 

•  Did  you  consider  how  well  the  unit  is  managing  existing  resources? 

•  Does  the  plan  synchronic  all  battlefield  operating  systems  throughout  the  mission? 
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•  Are  you  satisfied  with  the  quality  of  the  operational  gr^hics? 

•  Did  you  develop  a  personal  schedule  to  supervise  critical  aspects  of  the  preparation  for 
the  misaon? 

•  Did  you  ensure  that  the  unit  conducted  an  effective  rehearsal? 

•  Did  you  provide  subordinate  commanders  maximum  time  to  plan  and  prepare  for  foe 
operation? 

•  Did  you  make  efficient  use  of  available  time? 

•  Did  you  focus  foe  planning  efforts  of  the  staff  in  order  to  provide  you  with  foe 
necessary  combat  information  to  make  critical  decisions? 

•  Did  you  update  subordinates  as  new  information  became  available? 

•  Did  you  take  appropriate  action  to  reduce  risk? 

Terrain  Plans  and  Preparations 

•  Did  you  conduct  a  physical  reconnaissance  of  foe  ground? 

•  Did  you  analyze  the  terrain  using  foe  fectors  of  OCOKA? 

•  Did  you  r^Qne  OCOKA  after  conducting  a  tmain  reconnaissance? 

•  Did  you  integrate  the  results  of  the  terrain  analysis  into  the  plan? 

•  Did  you  communicate  your  impresaons  of  terrain  analysis  to  subordinates? 

•  Did  you  analyze  and  apply  foe  effects  of  the  weather  on  enemy  and  fiiradly  forces? 
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Enemy  Execution 


•  Did  you  modify  the  plan  based  upon  a  new  estimate  of  enemy  situation  on  actual 
effects  of  terrain? 

•  Did  you  use  combat  information  to  verify  or  adjust  the  estimate  of  the  enemy 
situation? 

•  Did  you  avoid  enemy  strragths  and  attack  enemy  weaknesses? 

Friendfy  Execution 

•  Did  you  locate  yourself  at  the  right  place  to  influence  the  outcome  of  the  fight? 

•  IHd  you  anticipate  and  communicate  any  changing  eoetay  situations? 

•  Did  you  issue  clear  and  concise  fiagmentaiy  orders? 

•  Did  you  achieve  synchronization? 

•  Did  you  react  to  FRAGOs? 

•  IMd  you  show  initiative  within  the  next  M^ier  commander’s  intent? 

•  Did  you  execute  contingency  plans  when  necessary? 

•  IMd  you  make  timely  dedtions? 

•  Did  you  execute  actions  on  the  djjective  as  planned? 
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Lesson  3  Observations.  Incomplete  information,  sudden  attacks  by  OPFOR  units,  and 
poor  weather  and  visibility  all  contributed  to  a  fast  paced,  four  day  ex^dse  in  battle 
command.  Battalion  commanders  fought  their  forces  from  a  lANUS  conq}uter  screen 
with  the  asdstance  of  contractor  provided  persoimel.  Brigade  commanders  were 
sequestered  from  the  battalion  commanders  and  were  required  to  fight  thdr  brigades  from 
a  specific  location  and  vehicle  depicted  on  thdr  own  JANUS  computer  screen.  They 
could  not  take  advantage  of  the  classroom  environment  and  ‘wander  aroimd  aimlessly’  on 
the  battlefield.  They  coidd  see  only  what  they  would  actually  see  given  the  trnnin  and  his 
position  on  the  battiefield.  They  recdved  and  transmitted  information  from  and  to  their 
battalion  commands  via  hard-wired  communications  headphones. 

The  scenarios  were  free  play,  interactive  exercises  with  the  OPFOR  provided  by 
experienced  contract  p^sonnd.  Commensurate  with  thdr  mis^on,  brigade  commanders 
recdved  enough  combat  power  to  accomplish  asagned  missions. 

Many  of  tire  frustrations  of  combat  w^e  experienced  during  Lesson  3  by  battalion  and 
brigade  commanders.  In  the  heat  of  batde,  battalion  commander  often  failed  to  suppress, 
obscure,  secure  and  reduce  obstacles  vdiile  attacking  OPFOR  prepared  positions.  Initially, 
brigade  commanders  often  ftiiled  to  provide  the  requisite  commando’s  guidance,  intent, 
and  vifion  to  thdr  subordinate  commanders.  Howevo,  by  the  end  of  Lesson  3,  a 
noticeable  improvement  was  evident  as  commanders  learned  the  lessons  fix}m  mistakes 
committed  in  previous  exerdses. 

Successful  commanders  in  Lesson  3  were. 


37 


•  able  to  recognize  thdr  role  as  commanda'  and  ^wiiat  th^  had  to  do  to  contribute  to  the 
success  of  the  battle. 

•  able  to  r^idly  assess  the  battle  whether  by  personal  presence  or  through  other  means. 

•  able  to  inspire  by  their  personal  presence  on  the  battlefield,  subordinate  battalion 
commanders. 

•  able  to  develop  a  keen  appreciation  of  the  terrain. 

•  able  to  idattify  wheie  th^  should  position  themselves  on  the  battlefield  in  order  to  see 
and  influence  the  battle. 

•  able  to  ^portion  po^nal  time  to  reflect  on  the  battle.  They  constantly  calculated  the 
Actors  which  influenced  fiiendly  and  enemy  Nations.  They  did  not  be  bogged  down 
in  collecting  useless  information.  They  focused  subordinate  commanders  to  provide 
them  the  information  they  needed  to  make  critical  decisions. 

•  able  to  visualize  the  expected  battle  so  that  they  could  place  themselves  at  the  decide 
point  at  the  dedsivetime. 

•  able  to  clearly  articulate  thdr  intents  and  dedsions  to  subordinate  battalion 
commanders  with  minimum  words  and  written  documents. 

•  able  to  impose  their  will  on  subordinates  and  the  enemy. 

•  able  to  learn  fi-om  previous  ex^dses  so  that  by  the  end  of  the  Week  2  training  they 
possessed  a  ‘seemingly  intuitive  sense’. 

•  tactically  and  technically  competent.  They  imderstood  the  art  and  sdence  of  thdr 
profession. 

•  of  high  intellect  and  common  sense. 
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impucahons  on  future  training  and  operations 


I  believe  that  the  focus  of  TCDC  and  BCDC  is  just  about  right.  Given  the  varied 
backgrounds  and  e;q>erience  of  the  command  designees,  it  is  essential  to  begin 
instruction  on  how  to  ^mchronize  a  unit’s  combat  pow^  with  deliberate  decision  making 
procedures.  A  commander’s  thorou^  understanding  of  the  delS^erate  decision  making 
procedure  is  essential  in  the  conduct  of  abbreviated  decision  making.  In  a  combat 
situation,  the  enqrfiasis  shifts  fi'om  commander-staff  interchange  of  ideas  to  a  commander 
driven  process  where  many  of  the  op^ations  are  simultaneous  rather  than  sequential. 

The  shift  from  the  DDP  in  Week  1  to  an  abbreviated  commander  driven  dedsion 
making  procedure  in  Week  2  enq)hasized  the  role  of  the  commander  in  a  combat 
environment  wfa^e  hostilities  are  in  progress.  As  mentioned,  I  believe  the  focus  of  the 
instruction  is  about  right.  That  judgment  notwithstanding,  there  are  a  number  of  areas 
that  1  have  identified  for  inq>rovement. 

DDP  versus  CDP.  Providing  instruction  on  the  DDP  and  the  CDP  is  often  confusing 
to  the  command  designee.  The  Army,  in  its  attempt  to  quantify  what  is  truly  different 
about  decision  making  in  combat  conditions,  unnecessarily  complicated  a  very  good 
system.  Whether  in  a  pre-combat  status  that  &vors  the  DDP  or  in  an  «rvironment  vdiere 
hostilities  have  commenced,  the  emphasis  must  remain  on  the  commander’s  ability  to 
conduct  an  estimate.  The  commander’s  estimate  will  drive  the  products  of  misrion 
analysis  (the  re-stated  misrion),  commander’s  guidance,  course  of  action  developm«it  and 
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analysis,  and  a  course  of  action  comparison  and  decision.  All  of  these  products  are 
essential  to  the  conduct  of  the  DDP  and  the  CDP.  The  only  real  difference  is  the  lack  of 
tiTTifl  and  staff  input  normally  prevalent  in  combat.  The  more  experi^ice  commanders  have 
in  the  DDP,  the  faster  they  can  mentally  leap  through  the  process  in  combat  where  time  is 
critical  and  often  lacking.  As  I  discovered  by  studying  history’s  ‘great  retains,’  it  is 
rq)etition  and  experience  that  seemii^y  allows  the  commander  to  think  ‘intuitively.’  Tte 
commander  that  can  rapidly  conduct  a  commander’s  estimate  will  always  be  one  step 
ahead  of  the  OPFOR.  Commander’s  guidance,  intent,  and  viaon  all  are  direct  products  of 
the  commander’s  estimate  and  are  inherent  to  the  DDP. 

Technical  and  Tactical  Competence  and  Decision  Making.  There  is  no  substitute  for 
technical  and  tactical  competence.  The  most  charismatic  commander  even  though  revered 
by  Ms  subordinates  vdll  never  carry  the  battle  if  he  is  not  ad^t  at  maldng  deciaons.  While 
everyone  prefers  to  work  for  the  easy  going,  ftin-loving  commander,  wh«i  the  atuation  is 
difficult  it  is  the  technically  and  tactically  competent  commander  -^dio  is  best  able  to 
synchronize  Ms  unit’s  combat  power. 

Development  of  ‘intuitive  leaders.*  The  BCDC  provides  an  excellent  way  to  be^  the 
development  of  ‘intuitive  leaders.’  The  JANUS  computer  ^ulation  exercise  is  a 
relativdy  ine)q>ensive  method  to  train  commanders  in  the  art  of  battle  command.  The 
ability  to  conduct  low  cost,  multiple  repetitive  combat  scenarios,  where  the  results  of  a 
commander’s  ability  to  synchronize  his  unit’s  combat  power  is  readily  observable  through 
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instant  replay  and  AAR  discusaon  is  essential.  The  majority  of  major  installations  in 
CONUS  and  overseas  have  this  capal»lity. 

Intuition  is  not  guess  work.  It  requires  ddll,  knowledge,  and  soimd  judgment.  While 
commandos  may  have  an  intuitive  feding  they  nnist  follow  it  up  with  solid  reasoning  to 
ensure  successfol  decision  making. 

Tho'e  was  a  great  deal  of  pressure  on  brigade  commanders  to  make  the  ‘right  dedsion’ 
throu^  out  Lesson  3  exercises.  Successfol  commanders  understood  that  they  could  not 
get  ovo-loaded  with  mformation  lest  it  inhibit  thdr  ability  to  sort  through  problems 
logically.  Telling  their  battalion  commanders  that  they  were  going  off  on  a  ‘break’  for  a 
few  minutes  (personal  time)  was  a  lesson  learned  from  studying  history’s  ‘great  captains’ 
in  Lesson  1.  Often  commanders  discovered  that  if  they  distanced  themselves  from  a 
particularly  tough  problem  they  were  better  able  to  arrive  at  an  original  solution. 

Lesson  3  confirmed  that  there  was  no  substitute  for  experience.  Repetition  and 
extmisive  AARs  all  increased  a  commands  levd  of  expmence,  idiich  contributed  to  his 
development  as  an  ‘intuitive  leader.’  Dedsions  reached  by  intuition  alone  did  not  ncwmally 
contribute  to  sound  decisions.  Follow  up  and  lots  of  hard  work  (analysis,  comparison, 
feadbihty,  and  suitability  of  plans)  were  required  to  produce  successfol  dedsions. 

The  commander^s  role  in  dedsion  making.  Deddon  making  in  cmnbat  places  added 
responsibilities  on  the  commands.  The  lack  of  time  and  staff  experirace  makes  it 
incumb^  that  commanders  take  an  active  role  in  the  planning,  prepararion,  and 
execution  of  combat  operations.  During  planning  commanders  will  have  accept  risk  when 
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considering  the  number  of  enemy  courses  of  action  versus  possible  fiiendly  courses  of 
action.  The  information  gained  as  a  product  of  commander’s  estimate  will  yield  valuable 
insi^s  that  the  commander  must  use  to  focus  staff  effort.  The  commander’s  ability  to 
conduct  a  rapid  estimate  of  the  situation  is  critical  to  his  bdng  able  to  provide  guidance, 
intent,  and  vision  to  his  staff.  The  results  of  BCDC  proves  that  decision  muring  can  be 
taught  utilizing  examples  of  history  and  computer  simulation.  We  are  rapidly  tranritioning 
into  an  age  that  has  been  described  as  ‘third  wave  war&re’  where  information  and 
knowledge  will  determine  success  on  the  battlefield.  The  battle  command  eivironment 
that  dominated  AirLand  Battle  doctrine  is  giving  w^  to  the  21st  century  where  “the 
competitive  advantage  will  derive  fi-om  the  quantity,  quality,  and  use  of  information.”^ 
Commanders  will  have  to  think  and  act  &ster  than  ever  before  in  order  to  synchronize 
their  unit’s  combat  power,  hiformation  to  assist  the  commander  in  the  dedrion  making 
process  will  be  abundant.  The  problem  feeing  the  commander  in  the  21st  century  (indeed 
today)  is  quite  possibly  too  much  mforniation--inforniation  that  is  not  focused  to  answer 
important  questions  the  commander  needs  to  make  critical  decirions.  The  Army’s  ability 
to  collect  and  disseminate  information  vill  be  greater  than  ever  before.  Yet,  without  focus, 
it  is  merdy  information.  As  Drudeer  states,  “...the  amount  of  knowledge,  that  is,  its 
quantitative  aspect,  is  not  nearly  as  important  as  the  productivity  of  knowledge,  that  is  its 
qualitative  impact.”^*  While  Force  XXI  will  rise  information  “to  dominate,  control,  and 
win  on  tomorrow’s  battlefields,”^  we  must  also  train  commanders  to  focus  the  collection 
effort  and  to  sift  through  all  the  information  to  support  the  commander’s  intoit  and  vision 
of  the  battle.  Twenty-first  century  technology  must  not  focus  on  the  solution  of  old 
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probl^ns  but  be  harnessed  to  soive  fixture  problems.  In  the  21st  century,  the  quality  of 
information  will  be  the  key  to  our  ability  to  synchronize  combat  power. 

Plui  for  Success  not  Failure.  In  many  of  the  exerdses  commanders  failed  to  take 
advantage  of  their  units'  success.  During  the  planning  phase  they  had  developed 
condngendes  and  branches  to  deal  with  unexpected  problems  to  the  original  plan  but 
rarely  developed  the  same  for  successful  operations.  As  a  result,  th^  were  unable  to  take 
advantage  of  windows  of  opportunity.  OPFOR  units  that  had  been  forced  to  react  to 
fiiendly  activity  would  often  r^ain  the  initiative  to  the  disadvantage  of  fiiendly  forces. 
Commanders  must  always  be  looking  ahead.  Without  a  plan  fi^r  success,  commanders 
surrendered  the  initiative  to  the  OPFOR. 

Summmy 

The  purpose  of  the  Battle  Commands  Developmrat  Course  is  to  provide  instruction 

to  battalion  and  brigade  command  designees  in  the  art  of  battle  command.  As  stated  in 

FM  22-103,  Leadership  and  Command  at  Senior  Levels. 

Combat  demands  i^d  estimates  of  situaticms,  sound  decisions,  and  timely 
initiation  of  actums  to  accmnidish  tliose  dedans.  The  leader  who  deh^ 
making  a  dedsimi  mxQT  cause  unnecessary  causalities  as  well  as  &ihite  of  the 
misaon.  Success  hinges  mt  creative,  flexiUie  leaders  who  can  ^ddyad^ 
anticipate  (qjposing  f<Hce  reactions,  then  make  and  rapidly  execute  sound 
decisions.^ 

Leading  and  motivating  subordinates  requires  commanders  to,  “inspire  their  soldiers  to  do 
things  against  their  natural  wiU— to  cany  out  missions  for  the  greater  good  of  the  unit,  the 
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Army,  and  the  country.”  ^  h^ddng  decisions  and  leading  and  motivating  soldiers  are  the 
essence  of  battle  command.  They  are  also  the  essence  of  the  BCDC  program  of 
instruction.  If  commanders  imderstand  thdr  role  in  exerdsing  battle  command,  they  are 
well  on  thdr  way  to  being  able  to  synchronize  thdr  unit’s  combat  power  to  defeat  any 
eaemy,  on  any  battlefield. 

The  ability  of  a  commander  to  make  timely  decisions  is  predicated  upon  his  mastery  of 
the  DDP,  and  his  understanding  of  his  role  in  it.  This  mastery  of  the  DDP  pFq>ares  the 
commander  for  situations  where  time  is  compressed  and  stafi^  are  often  unavailable  or 
unable  to  assist  the  commands  in  making  deddons.  Within  the  DDP,  it  is  the  ability  of  the 
commander  to  conduct  ftie  Commander’s  Estimate  that  provides  him  with  the  information 
necessary  to  ultimately  produce  his  guidance  to  staff  and  subordinate  commandos,  and 
courses  of  action  that  will  lead  to  the  synchronization  of  his  unit’s  combat  power. 

Without  a  METT-T  analysis,  the  commander  cannot  possibly  identify  those  critical 
aq)ects  of  the  situation  that  will  allow  him  to  focus  the  planning  efforts  of  his  staff  and 
subcM'dinate  commanders.  With  the  DDP  as  a  foundation,  commandos  must,  in  combat 
situations,  be  able  to  conduct  abbreviated  dedsion  making.  There  will  be  little  time  ftjr 
staff  iiqjut,  and  those  conditions  which  produce  the  ‘fog  of  battle’  will  predominate.  It  is 
(hiring  sudi  times  that  the  commander’s  ability  to  exercise  battle  command  will  be  tested. 
Eiqierience,  judgment,  courage  and  strength  of  will  produce  ‘intuitive  commanders.’ 
While  notinng  can  evo*  take  tte  place  of  personal  eiqierience,  commanders  may  gain 
helpfiil  indghts  in  the  art  of  battle  command  by  studying  examples  of  history’s  great 
captains  to  see  how  tiiey  exercised  battle  command  in  critical  dtuations. 
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While  the  BCDC  program  is  not  a  panacea  for  developing  tomorrow’s  great  captains  it 
does  provide  combat  arms  command  designees  with  valuable  instriiction  in  the  art  of  battle 
command. 
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